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Chapter 3

Elections and Election Monitoring

While democracy must be more than free elections, it is also true . . . that it can-
not be less.
—UN secretary peneral Kofi Annan’

The greater focus on democracy and the growing acceptance of interventions
to support democratic reform have led to an extraordinary focus on elections.
The remarkable trend that has made election monitoring a common, accepted
international activity has both resulted from and contributed to this attention
to elections. Since the late 1980s, election monitoring has exploded. Inter-
governmental organizations now routinely support and monitor elections
around the world. Formal election monitoring is not generally perceived as
necessary in established democracies and is not permitted in closed, non-
democratic societies. But in democratizing and semiauthoritarian countries,
election monitoring has become the norm and is now effectively a prerequi-
site in such countries for elections to be viewed as legitimate.

This chapter assesses the growing international importance of both elec-
tions and election monitoring and defines important concepts and terms.
First, the chapter addresses elections. Even though the international em-
phasis on elections is sometimes misplaced, I argue that the international
promotion of democratic elections is justifiable. The chapter distinguishes
categories of elections in order to narrow the focus to those elections that
are most worthy of international attention. Next, I consider the important
threshold question of the authority and acceptability of international elec-
tion observers in international practice. Then I explain broad concepts and
types of election monitoring, including important distinctions among ob-
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32 Elections and Election Monitoring

servation, monitoring, and supervision and between international and do-
mestic election monitoring. Finally, the chapter reviews the extent of elec-
tion monitoring around the world since 1990, I summarize and draw obser-
vations from a novel, detailed database about election monitoring in
ninety-four newly democratic and semiauthoritarian countries,

The Growing Importance of Elections in Democratization
and International Relations

It has become fashionable to point out the obvious truth that genuine democ-
racy requires substantially more than democratic elections. Inveighing
against “illiberal democracy,” the noted commentator Fareed Zakaria ar-
gues, "Across the globe, democratically elected regimes . . . are routinely
ignoring constitutional limits on their power and depriving their citizens of
basic rights.”* He criticizes the international emphasis on elections:

In some places, such as Central Asia, elections have paved the way for
dictatorships. In others, they have exacerbated group conflict and ethnic
tensions. Both Yugoslavia and Indonesia, for example, were far more tol-
erant and secular when they were ruled by strongmen . . . than they are
now as democracies. And in many nondemocracies, elections would not
improve matters much. Across the Arab world elections held tomorrow
would probably bring to power regimes that are more Intolerant, reac-

tionary, anti-Western, and anti-Semitic than the dictatorships currently
in place.?

Jack Snyder of Columbia University argues that elections often sharpen
ethnic and national differences. “Naively pressuring ethnically divided au-
thoritarian states to hold instant elections,” he suggests, “can lead to disas-
trous results.”™* Warns Amy Chua of Yale Law School, “For the last twenty
years the United States has been vigorously promoting instantaneous de-
mocratization—essentially overnight elections with universal suffrage—
throughout the non-Western world. In doing so we are asking developing
and post-Communist countries to embrace a process of democratization that
no Western nation ever went through .3

It is true that the international community sometimes has overempha-
sized elections. In transitional or postconflict societies, Western Zovern-
ments and multilateral organizations expect elections to do too much or
push for them to take place too soon. Certainly elections are far from a
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panacea, and they can fuel political and social divisions. But the idea that
donors, diplomats, and democracy promoters organizations unthinkingly
advocate elections above all else is mostly a caricature. Sophisticated de-
velopment agencies and democracy-assistance organizations recognize the
essential importance of building democratic culture and the rule of law as
well as the danger of early elections in ethnically divided societies.

Moreover, elections do matter. Samuel Huntington explains, “Elections,
open, free and fair, are the essence of democracy, the inescapable sine qua
non."® All societies need political institutions and processes that are capa-
ble of addressing and resolving social divisions and competition for politi-
cal power through democratic means. The five main reasons for this em-
phasis on elections are both philosophical and practical.

First, international declarations and international norms unambiguously
establish elections as the basis of legitimate government. The Universal De-
claration of Human Rights provides that the “will of the people shall be the
basis of the authority of government™ as “expressed in periodic and gen-
nine elections.” The International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
{ICCPR) incorporates this principle in a binding international treaty. The
ICCPR provides that “Every citizen shall have the right and the opportunity
... tovote and to be elected at genunine periodic elections which shall be by
universal and equal suffrage and shall be held by secret ballot.™”

Regional and other international instruments reinforce and elaborate
upon these rights. International agreements and declarations in Africa, Eu-
rope, and the Americas recognize the right to participate in government, di-
rectly or through elected representatives. Most of these documents specifi-
cally recognize the right to elections. Regional conventions generally follow
the language of the Universal Declaration and the ICCPR that elections
need be “periodic” and “genuine.” Some use the term “free and fair” Some
also add adjectives such as “honest” or “transparent.” Regardless of these
various formulations, international instruments are consistent in their com-
mitment to democratic elections. In 2000, in response to one-party states
that claim to hold democratic elections, the UN Commission on Human
Rights specifically recognized a right to vote in “a free and fair process . . .
open to multiple parties.”™®

Second, elections contribute to respect for other rights. As the former
U.S: State Department official Elizabeth Clark argues, “Elections have
come to be contrasted with genuine democracy without recognition that
elections that meet emerging universal standards, with their insistence and
fair play, support democracy.”™ Pointing to an increase in the number of
electoral democracies and the decline in the number of illiberal democra-
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cies in the world, Adrian Karatnycky of Freedom House argues that “the
emergence of electoral democracies has been the best indicator of subse-
quent progress in the areas of civil liberties and human rights.”1?

Third, elections have practical, political consequences. An election is of-
ten a critically important event in a country’s transition from authoritarian-
ism. Competitive elections can catalyze profound but peaceful political
change. Although elections are more or less routine in democracies, elec-
tions in societies in transition or crisis are unusual events that, if successful,
not only confer legitimacy on governments but also can profoundly influ-
ence institutions, power arrangements, and expectations, The 1986 election
in the Philippines, for example, was critical to the unseating of Ferdinand
Marcos and the restoration of democracy; subsequent elections in the
Philippines helped strengthen the country’s democratic foundation. Since
then, elections have furthered democracy in countries as diverse as Indone-
sia, Mexico, Nigeria, Peru, Poland, South Africa, and Yugoslavia.

Fourth, elections—particularly transitional elections—provide signifi-
cant new opportunities for citizen involvement in public affairs. They are an
opportunity to engage civic organizations and citizens in democratic poli-
tics through voter education, election monitoring, policy research, and ad-
vocacy. Elections provide an opportunity for younger leaders, with new val-
ues and perspectives, to become involved in politics. They also can provide
an avenue for the participation of social groups that traditionally have had
less access to politics and governance, such as women, minorities, poor
people, and those who are socially disadvantaged.

Fifth, even though elections can exacerbate social divisions, competitive
elections contribute to effective and stable governance. Elections provide a
predictable and accepted mechanism for maintaining governmental ac-
countability and determining leadership succession, in contrast to the un-
certainty created by authoritarian systems in countries such as China, Cuba,
Irag, North Korea, and Vietnam. Elections are a vehicle for managing po-
litical competition. They stimulate interaction and communication between
governments and the governed, and they help to educate the public and
politicians. Elections can validate existing regimes, leaders, and policies.
Fair elections contribute to, and are increasingly required for, not only in-
ternational legitimacy but also domestic stability.

In sum, democratic elections are required under international law, en-
courage respect for other rights, and can be significant catalysts to greater
democracy (table 3.1). They provide an important opportunity to broaden
citizen participation in public life and offer a means of Esta-h]ishing ac-
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Table 3.1
Reasons for the International Emphasis on Elections

1. International law and international norms establish the right to “pericdic and genuine
elections.”

. Elections reinforce respect for human rights.

. Elections can catalyze political transitions.

. Election provide opportunities for citizen participation and political involvement.

. Elections contribute to effective, accountable, and stable governance.

n 4= L T2

countability and channeling political competition. For these reasons, elec-
tions are an entirely appropriate focus of democracy assistance.

Types of Elections

Elections attracting international attention are often national contests for
political office, such as president or national parliament, but also significant
are elections held for constituent assemblies responsible for promulga-
ting new constitutions as well as referenda, plebiscites, or other electoral
exercises on fundamental questions such as independence, peace accords,
or constitutional arrangements.'! It is useful to distinguish four types of
elections: regular, transitional, postconflict, and consolidating.

Regular elections are those in which electoral authorities are generally
trusted to be impartial and the rules and outcomes are largely accepted. Al-
though no elections are perfect, and the 2000 presidential election in the
United States reminds us that elections in established democracies do not
always gain full public acceptance, elections in democracies are not dis-
continuous or exceptional events. In democratic countries, electoral rules or
procedures tend not to be a leading source of controversy, and candidates
and parties contest elections over policies, parties, and personalities rather
than the political system itself.,

Transitional elections—sometimes called “first” or “first-generation™
elections—mark a move from an authoritarian or controlled political sys-
tem toward a more open and democratic one. These elections, by definition,
are substantially more open and competitive than those that preceded them.
They may initiate broader political transitions or they may effectively mark
the end of an important transitional phase. Transitional elections often, al-
though not necessarily, involve a shift in political power to a new govern-
ment. They may be part of a transition process that is managed by existing
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political elites or one that is demanded by opposition forces or the public,
but in any case they are elections that are discontinuous, that mark a sharp
break with the past. Whether given elections are truly transitional, however,
sometimes cannot be determined until later.

Postconflict elections occur at the end of civil wars or struggles for self-
determination or over sovereignty, generally as part of internationally ne-
gotiated or supervised settlements. Often the international community plays
a prominent role in such exercises, either by supervising or even organizing
them. Electoral contests in such circumstances sometimes take the form of
referenda on independence or elections for a constituent assembly respon-
sible for adopting new constitutional arrangements. Postconflict elections
have played a prominent role in internationally negotiated settlements of
civil wars, as in Nicaragua in 1990 and Cambodia in 1993, and conflicts
over areas of contested sovereignty, including Bosnia, East Timor, Kosovo,
Mamibia, and the West Bank and Gaza.

Consolidating elections take place as part of a country’s consolidation of
new democratic institutions or continuing political transition. Or they occur in
quasi-democratic countries. Such elections typically take place after a transi-
tional or postconflict election, and accordingly election observers, policy-
makers, and academics sometimes refer to them as “second” (or “third™) elec-
tions. Though less dramatic than transitional elections, consolidating elections
in many countries continue to merit and attract international attention.

Transitional and postconflict elections gain particular attention from the
international community. International responses to these exceptional cir-
cumstances have increasingly influenced international relations in the con-
text of much less exceptional elections as well.

These types of elections are not necessarily mutually exclusive, because,
for example, postconflict elections often mark political transitions.!2 But
these categories are useful, for few transitional or postconflict elections
avoid questions about the impartiality of electoral authorities or a struggle
over rules, and most now attract international monitoring and other inter-
national assistance.

The Authority of Election Observers

We now tumn from the subject of elections per se to the subject of election
observers. On what basis do international observers claim the right to judge
whether elections meet international standards? Critics often question who
appointed the observers as arbiters of legitimacy.
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[nternational observers generally have no juridical role. Unless they are
really something more than observers, they have no rights or responsibili-
ties under national or international law to referee disputes or intervene in
the election process. For most elections in sovereign countries, in the ab-
gence of a formal mandate from the United Nations or other intergovern-
mental organization, the role of observers is limited to reporting on their
findings and seeking to persuade national and international decision mak-
ers or to influence national or international public opinion.

Multilateral organizations , nonetheless, have recognized the validity of
election observation, which has helped to deflect arguments that election
observing constitute interference in the internal affairs of sovereign coun-
tries. In 1989 in Kuala Lumpur, the Commonwealth’s heads of government
authorized it to assist member states through a “facility for mounting ob-
server missions.” In 1990 in Copenhagen, the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe formally endorsed the practice of international elec-
tion observation:

The participating States [of the Conference on Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe] consider that the presence of observers, both foreign and
domestic, can enhance the electoral process. . . . They therefore invite
observers from any other participating States and any appropriate pri-
vate institutions and organizations who may wish to do so to observe
the course of their national election proceedings, to the extent permit-
ted by law.

Similarly, the Interim Agreement between Israel and the Palestinian Liber-
ation Organization in 1995 opened “all stages of the [Palestinian] electoral
process . . . from the announcement through registration, campaign, polling,
counting, compiling of results and complaints procedures™ to observation
by invited governments and intergovernmental organizations, foreign non-
governmental organizations (NGOs), and domestic monitoring groups. The
European Commission states, “Human rights field missions and election
missions are accepted as part of the mandate of the EU™ under the Treaty of
the European Union,!?

International election observation has become a nearly universal trend
for elections taking place in the context of transitions away from one-party
or authoritarian states. Countries in transition generally seek international
and domestic recognition for holding more open elections by inviting out-
side scrutiny. The legitimacy of international election monitoring is now
well established,
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Types of Election Monitoring

The terms “election observation” and “election monitoring” have come to
describe a range of activities focused on either making controversial elec-
tions more acceptable or exposing their flaws. There are at least three
distinct types of election monitoring: (1) “international observation” or “in-
ternational monitoring™ of transitional or other exceptional elections con-
ducted by missions sent by governments, multilateral organizations, or
international NGOs; (2) “domestic monitoring”™ by national organizations,
especially nonpartisan NGOs and civic groups; and (3) “international su-
pervision” by intergovernmental organizations of postconflict elections,
referenda, and other self-determination exercises. In support of more dem-
ocratic elections, domestic and international groups also involve themselves
in voter education, election law reform, advising on election administration,
media monitoring, and related activities.

International election observation as it is practiced today began as an ad
hoc response of a few concerned outsiders to critically important elections
in particular countries. In 1980, during an election that played a key role in
the transition to independence in Zimbabwe (then Rhodesia), for example,
“election observation™ meant four individual activists arriving in the capi-
tal shortly before election day to talk to a few citizens about the process.!
Similarly, in 1982 several NGOs from North America and Europe dis-
patched a few observers to witness an election in El Salvador.!® Since that
time, however, the common conception and expectations of international
observation have fundamentally changed.

The presence of intemnational observers at a series of important transi-
tional elections in Eastern and Central Europe in 1990 helped confirm the
increasing international acceptance of election monitoring in sovereign
countries. In the immediate aftermath of those elections, the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe declared that all member-states should
accept the presence of international observers for all national elections, Since
1988, the UN General Assembly repeatedly has endorsed United Nations in-
volvement in election observation and election assistance. The Organization
of American States and numerous other multilateral organizations likewise
have endorsed and conducted international election observation,

Domestic election monitoring began in the Philippines in the mid-1980s
with the pioneering experience of the National Citizens’ Movement for Free
Elections (NAMFREL), which has inspired many similar efforts around the
world. Since then, in more than sixty countries and in every region of the
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world, nonpartisan domestic election-monitoring organizations (EMOs)
have provided momentum to the struggle for democracy by working to en-
sure that elections are competitive and meaningful (see tables 10.1 through
10.4 in this volume). 9 Domestic coalitions of NGOs, human rights groups,
professional associations, social service organizations, university students,
and others have worked effectively together to monitor important transi-
tional or otherwise controversial elections in places as diverse as
Bangladesh, Kenya, Mexico, Ukraine, and Yemen. EMOs have contributed
to more genuine election processes by encouraging fairer campaign prac-
tices and a more informed electorate, as well as by reducing the possibility
of fraud and irregularities on election day.

International supervision of elections typically refers to the more exten-
sive engagement of multilateral organizations in postconflict elections, of-
ten in areas of contested sovereignty. It differs considerably from both in-
ternational and domestic monitoring. Although the United Nations has
supervised elections or referenda in non-self-governing territories since the
1940s, it began a new type of role in 1989 by overseeing elections that
played a critical part in the transition to independence in Namibia as part of
a peacekeeping operation. Four years later, the UN organized elections and
administered key governmental functions as part of an internationally su-
pervised peace settlement of the long-standing conflict in Cambodia. Sim-
ilarly, in East Timor, the United Nations organized a referendum in 1999
and elections in 2001 and 2002, These extensive efforts differ in character
from UN election assistance and election observation in member countries,
which began in the early 1990s.

Other intergovernmental organizations have also supervised elections.
The Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) has su-
pervised numerous elections, from Bosnia to Kosovo. The Organization of

American States has had extensive involvement in various elections in Latin
America.

Toward a Better Definition of Election Observation

Even defining what we mean by election observation has proven difficult.
The Stockholm-based International Institute for Democracy and Electoral
Assistance (International IDEA), a multilateral research and standard-set-
ting organization, has defined election observation as “the purposeful gath-
eting of information regarding an electoral process and the making of in-
formed judgments on the conduct of such a process on the basis of the
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information collected by persons who are not inherently authorized to in-
tervene in the process.”!” This definition is unsatisfying, however, because
it distinguishes international observers by who they are not: election an-
thorities or others with an official role in the process. Yet many actors who
are not international election observers in the conventional sense, such as
journalists and diplomats, gather information and make informed judg-
ments about potentially controversial elections in the absence of a mandate
to intervene. Also, though observers may not be “inherently authorized to
intervene,” as we have seen, election laws and international norms increas-
ingly recognize a role for both international and domestic observers.

Moreover, International IDEA’s definition leaves out several elements
that are key to the modern understanding of international election observa-
tion. Therefore, I would amend that definition to add focus on the purpose
of the activity, the identity of the actors, and the use of the judgments, as
follows. International election observation is the purposeful gathering of
information about an electoral process and public assessment of that
process against universal standards for democratic elections by responsi-
ble foreign or international organizations committed to neutrality and to the
democratic process for the purpose of building public and international
confidence about the election’s integrity or documenting and exposing the
ways in which the process falls short,

To be legitimate, international election observation must be intended
solely to support democratic elections and democratic development rather
than to assist particular parties or candidates or to further particular policy
preferences or other interests of external actors. International election ob-
servation is an activity conducted by responsible, professional, credible for-
eign or international organizations focused on such objectives. This em-
phasis on the goals of the activity and the nature of the actors distinguishes
international election observation from “electoral tourism,” from partisan
external intervention in domestic politics, and from efforts to further out-
side interests in a given country as opposed to that country’s own national
interest in having democratic institutions and genuine, periodic elections.

Observation versus Monitoring

International or domestic actors may engage in the “observation,” “moni-

7 Al

toring,” “supervision,” or “administration” of elections. The United Na-
tions, rather than observing or monitoring elections, conducts what it calls
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syerification.” Jimmy Carter and other international actors sometimes in-
volve themselves in the “mediation” of election-related disputes. Terminol-
gy is important, in part because foreign involvement in elections in other
countries still raises sensitivities about encroaching on national sovereignty.

Accepted practice views the terms “observation” and “monitoring™ as re-
ferring to different points of a continuum along two different dimensions:
(1) the degree of involvement in the process, and (2) the period of time
gver which the activity takes place. With respect to involvement in the
process, “gbservation” generally refers to something that is relatively pas-
sive, whereas “monitoring” connotes an activity that is at least somewhat
more engaged. In theory, “observation” is strictly limited to recording and
reporting; “monitoring” suggests at least the possibility of some modest in-
terventions to correct imperfections or to make recommendations for ac-
tion. In practice, though, observers at polling stations often provide advice
and guidance or point out problems that can be fixed, at least if they can do
so in an unobtrusive way. Likewise, leaders of observation missions often
suggest improvements in the process to the authorities.

“Observation,” says International IDEA, “involves gathering informa-
tion and making informed judgements from that information.” In contrast,
“Monitoring . . . involves the authority to observe an election process and
to intervene in that process if relevant laws or standard procedures are be-
ing violated or ignored.”'® As used by most election-monitoring organiza-
tions, however, “monitoring” does not involve the legal or formal authonty
1o intervene. Monitoring suggests attention to a broad range of issues. These
kinds of interventions are entirely appropriate for citizens in their own coun-
try. They may or may not be acceptable for international actors. By defini-
tion, neither observers nor monitors have a formal role.

With respect to the period of time, “observation” suggests a briefer in-
volvement than does monitoring.'® The activity of international figures or
organizations that focus principally on polling day itself, and thus are not
present in the country for very long, is best termed “observation™ and the
individuals, “observers.” When domestic or international groups pay atten-
tion to an election process over time, their engagement might better be
lermed “monitoring,” but individuals representing such monitoring groups
Who witness only the balloting and counting might still be referred to as
“observers.” Though much international attention to elections is superficial,
particularly when it focuses narrowly on election day, the term “observa-
tion” should not be considered a pejorative one.
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Following the practice of several experienced organizations, in this book,
I generally refer to the presence of foreigners for election day, and the days
immediately surrounding election day, as “observation.” I generally call
longer-term or more substantive involvement, whether by domestic or for-
eign organizations, “monitoring.” But because there can be considerable
ambiguity and overlap between these terms, this distinction is not rigorous.
In addition, as chapter 5 explains with respect to Jimmy Carter, election
monitoring can also edge into election mediation, as local actors invite or
allow international figures to mediate election-related disputes or defer to
what they perceive as more impartial judgments and recommendations of-
fered by international actors.

International organizations, especially intergovernmental organizations,
are sometimes called upon to “supervise” or “administer” postconflict elec-
tions or other electoral exercises that occur as part of internationally nego-
tiated agreements. Supervision is further along the time and involvement
continuums than is monitoring. “Supervision™ of elections implies that an-
other authority is responsible for organizing and administering the elec-
tions, but that the organization with a mandate to supervise has a defined
role in the process. In Namibia in 1989, for example, the South African au-
thorities remained responsible for organizing the elections under the super-
vision of the United Nations, Typically, that role is to follow the process
much more closely than would an outside monitoring organization, to help
arrange the legal framework, to advise on administrative and technical
preparations, and to make recommendations on changes or reforms. Enti-
ties authorized to supervise an election often have an explicit or implicit
veto over election procedures or plans. A supervising authority might well
have a mandate to certify the process or parts of the process and would gen-
erally have larger numbers of personnel than would a monitoring organiza-
tion. It might also have a funding role.

International organizations only “administer™ elections when they have
an explicit mandate to do so, either because there is no sovereign govern-
ment or because the sovereign has for some reason conferred this role on an
international or foreign entity. The United Nations, for example, adminis-
tered 1993 elections in Cambodia during an internationally supervised tran-
sition period called for by a peace accord.

This book does not extensively consider case studies that specifically ad-
dress election supervision and administration. That kind of international in-
volvement in elections, which generally occurs in the context of conflict res-
olution and peacekeeping, raises considerably different issires and has been

?
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the subject of greater study and comment than have election observation and
election monitoring.?”

The Extent of Election Monitoring

Election monitoring has become nearly routine in international relations.
Between 1989 and 2002, international election observers were present for
86 percent of the national elections in ninety-five newly democratic or semi-
authoritarian countries. These include the sixty-two countries that have held
their first multiparty, competitive elections since 1989 and were rated “dem-
ocratic” by Freedom House as of 2000, They also include the thirty-three
countries rated by Freedom House as *“authoritarian™ or as “restricting dem-
ocratic practices” that received election observers or external election as-
sistance for at least one national election during that period. (I refer to coun-
tries in both of these less-than-democratic categories in this database as
“semiauthoritarian.” By definition, these are countries that have permitted
at least some external engagement in their election.)?!

As is shown in table 3.2 and the appendix at the end of the book, inter-
national election observers witnessed 303 of 352 national elections in the
ninety-five countries, This does not count dozens of local elections, consti-
tutional referenda, and other electoral exercises that observers have also
witnessed. In the sixty-two Third Wave democracies meeting the criteria for
the database, international election observers were present for 211 of 243
national elections (87 percent) that took place between 1982 and 2002. In
the thirty-two semiauthoritarian countries, election observers (or, in a few
cases, external technical advisers) were present for 92 of 109 national elec-
tions (84 percent). (The data do not cover established democracies—mean-
ing, in this case, countries that held competitive, multiparty elections before
1989-or nondemocratic countries; in established democracies and nonde-
mocratic countries, formal election observation is either not common or not
permitted.) In addition, nonpartisan domestic EMOs have monitored more
than 150 elections in more than two-thirds of the countries (sixty-six of
ninety-five) in the survey universe.

International Election Observation by Region

Election observation is especially widespread in Eastern and Central Eu-
rope and the former Soviet Union, Latin America, and Africa. Election ob-



Table 3.2

Elections and Election Monitoring in Newly Democratic and Semiauthoritarian Countries

International
International Ohbservers Ohservers’ Assessments Countries
Observers Were Not with
) Were Present Present Positive Megative Mixed EMOs

Region and Type Number MNumber e —
of Government of Countries  of Elections MNo. % MNo. % Mo. % No. % No %  Subtotal* No. %
Eurape and Former

Sovier Union

Democratic 21 95 24 88 11 12 4 76 10 14 7 10 71 15 71

Semiauthoritarian 7 29 24 B3 5 17 3 14 17 81 | 5 21 i 86

Total™ 28 124 108 87 16 13 57 62 27 29 ] 9 92 21 75
Asia and Pacific

Demoﬂ:atic 10 32 24 75 -] 25 20 100 0 0 0 0 20 7 T0

Semiauthoritarian 4 12 14 B3 2 17 3 38 2 25 3 3z -] 1030

Total 14 44 34 17 10 23 23 82 2 7 3 11 23 11 79
Africa (Sub-Saharan)

Democratic 15 51 47 a2 4 8 8 53 4 27 I X 15 14 23

Semiauthoritarian 17 51 44 E6 7 14 10 38 12 46 4 15 26 9 53

Total 32 102 91 0 11 Il I8 43 16 40 7 18 41 23 T2
Larin America

and Caribbean

Demaocratic 16 65 56 a6 9 14 13- 30% 2 =13 1 7 15 7 44

Semiauthoritarian 2 7 7 100 0 0 2 50 1 25 1 25 4 2 100

Total 1% 72 63 B8 9 13 14 74 3 16 2 1 19 9 50
Middle East and

North Africa

Democratic L] 0 0 0

Semiauthoritarian 3 10 7 T0 3 30 3 75 ] 0 | 25 -+ 2 67

Total 3 10 7 70 3 30 3 7 ] ] 1 25 4 2 67
Cherall

Democratic 62 243 211 87 32 13 o 73 16 13 11 9 121 43 (i

Semiauthoritarian 33 1092 o2 B4 17 16 21 33 32 1| 10 16 63 23 0

Total® 95 352 303 B6 49 14 115 63 48 26 21 11 184 Lili] 69

Note: For detailed data by country, see the appendix table at the end of this volume. EMO = election-moenitoring organization,

“Subtotal of elections for which it was possible to determine whether the observers” assessments were positive, negative, or mixed,

"The actual number of countrics in Europe and the Former Soviet Union in the database is 27 becanse one country (Yugoslavia) is counted in both the demo-
cratic and the semiauthoritarian categories.

“The actual number of countries in the database is 94 becanse one country (Yugoslavia) is counted in both the democratic and the semiauthoritarian categories.
Sources: See the appendix at the end of this volume.
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servers have been present for more than four-fifths of the elections in newly
democratic and semiauthoritarian countries in these regions.

In Eastern and Central Europe and the former Soviet Union, the region
covered by the OSCE, twenty-seven countries have accepted international
observers from OSCE and elsewhere, covering 87 percent of the national
elections (108 of 124) in those countries since 1990, This includes 88 per-
cent of the elections (84 of 95) in the twenty-one newly democratic coun-
tries in the region. This experience certainly reflects the 1990 OSCE com-
mitments to election observation, Formal observers were absent only for
several elections in semiauthoritarian countries in the region early in the
1990s and for some elections in the unambiguously democratic countries of
Central Europe and the Baltic Sea region. In the latter case, observers would
presumably have been welcome but were not considered necessary.

Election observation has also been extremely common in Latin Amer-
ica and Africa. In Latin America and the Caribbean, observers from the Or-
ganization of American States and other organizations witnessed 88 per-
cent of the national elections (63 of 72) in eighteen countries between 1989
and 2002. In Sub-Saharan Africa, there were observers (or foreign techni-
cal advisers) present for 89 percent of the elections (91 of 102) during the
period, including 86 percent (44 of 51) in seventeen semiauthoritarian
countries. In addition to multilateral organizations based in Africa, ob-
servers for elections on the continent typically came from Europe and the
United States as well.

Election observers have been somewhat less common in the Asia-Pacific
region. About three-quarters of the elections (34 of 44) in the thirteen rele-
vant countries have had observers, Unlike Eurasia, Africa, and Latin Amer-
ica, Asia lacks a regional organization involved in election observing, De-
mocratizing countries in Asia have also been relatively more affluent than
in some other regions of the world, making them as a group less dependent
on foreign aid.

Because competitive elections remain largely absent in the Middle East
and North Africa, only three countries or territories have had formal inter-
national election observation: Yemen, Algeria, and Palestine.

Nonpartisan domestic groups have monitored elections in eleven of four-
teen countries in the database in (79 percent) in Asia, twenty-one of twenty-
eight countries (75 percent) in the OSCE region, two of three countries (67
percent) in the Middle East, twenty-three of thirty-two countries (72 per-
cent) in Africa, and nine of eighteen countries (50 percent) in Latin Amer-
ica. There are no dramatic differences across regions in the experience with
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nonpartisan domestic election monitoring in countries at comparable stages
of democratic development.

International Election Observation in Newly Democratic
versus Semiauthoritarian Countries

There is no significant difference in the extent of election observation in
new democracies as compared with semiauthoritarian countries in the study
overall (87 vs. 84 percent). Observers are slightly more likely to be present
for elections in semiauthoritarian countries where elections are more likely
to be controversial, as in Azerbaijan, Belarus, Cambodia, Kazakhstan,
Kenya, Pakistan, and Zimbabwe. These are countries in which there 1s at
least a possibility of competitive elections to attract the participation of ob-
servers. In new but stable democracies, such as Argentina, Chile, the Czech
Republic, Hungary, and South Korea, the potential contribution of election
observers is considerably less significant. Authoritarian countries that make
no real pretense of holding multiparty, competitive elections generally do
not invite or attract observers and therefore are not included in the data.

Although there is relatively little difference in the extent of observation
between democratic and semiauthoritarian countries, the assessments of ob-
servers in semiauthoritarian countries tend to be considerably more nega-
tive. For elections for which it can be determined whether the assessments
of international observers were essentially positive, negative, or mixed, ob-
servers seriously criticized only 13 percent of the elections in new democ-
racies, while they reported favorably on 78 percent. For elections in semi-
authoritarian countries, in contrast, international observers issued negative
public reports in more than half the cases and made positive statements in
only about a third.

There was little difference in this pattern by region. In the OSCE region,
observers issued positive reports for elections in democratic countries 76
percent of the time as compared with 14 percent in semiauthoritarian coun-
tries. In Asia, observers gave positive assessments for 100 percent of the
elections in newly democratic countries as compared with only three of the
eight elections they observed in semiauthoritarian countries. In Africa, there
Were positive reports for about half of the relevant elections in new democ-
racies as compared with just over a third of the rated elections in less dem-
ocratic countries, In Latin America, the relevant numbers are 80 percent
positive in newly democratic countries as compared with two of four elec-
tions in semiauthoritarian ones.
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It is not surprising that observers would tend to find elections in newly
democratic countries more satisfactory than elections semiauthoritarian
omes. Indeed, a country presumably must hold reasonably competitive, fair
elections to be rated a democracy in the first place. In many instances, less-
than-democratic elections took place before the transition to democracy.

Toward Universal Norms

International observation is now an international norm, and established
democracies, like emerging ones, must and do welcome international ob-
servers. Observers of regular elections in the United States or Western Eu-
rope may be less inclined to offer public assessments of the fairness of those
elections, but only because the election process itself is generally a good bit
less newsworthy. In addressing whether international election observers are
necessary in developed democracies, Hrair Balian, the former head of the
election section at the OSCE, asks rhetorically whether they “can add any-
thing in terms of building confidence, deterring violations, raising early
warning, mitigating conflict, and providing assistance.” Civil society organ-
izations, the judiciary, and administrative processes in developed democra-
cies, he suggests, are “better equipped to address the problems than foreign
observers."*? (Elections in Florida may now be an exception; several Amer-
ican and foreign organizations, from the NAACF to the OSCE, monitored
and issued public assessments of the 2002 elections in the state.)**

Democracy and elections are accepted international norms. The legiti-
macy and appropriateness of democracy promotion is also now universally
agreed. But there is a need for more practical and effective assistance, Elec-
tion monitoring is the highest-profile democracy-promotion activity and
continues to attract much attention and resources. Those interested in sup-
porting global democracy need to better understand the genesis of the phe-
nomenon of election monitoring so they can learn how to improve it. The
rest of this book tells the story of the origins of international and domestic
election monitoring and uses examples and case studies to show how elec-
tion monitoring has contributed or failed to contribute to democratization.
The lessons from this experience should help policymakers, program man-
agers, donors, and diplomats make better contributions to global democra-
tization in the future,

This first part of the book has explained the emergence of international
and national election monitoring during the past fifteen years in the context

.
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of three related trends: the democratization of countries around the world,
the emergence and growing international acceptance of democracy promo-
tion, and the continuing and justifiable international attention to elections.
Election observation and election monitoring, by international or foreign
organizations and by nonpartisan domestic groups, have built upon and re-
inforced these trends. We now turn to the subject of the rest of the book: a
close examination of the emergence, contributions, and prospects of the
closely related but different phenomena of international and domestic elec-
tion monitoring,
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